Previous research has shown that mass perceptions about the sizes of minority populations are influenced by sociodemographic, threat, and context variables. This paper extends the analysis to a population group that has not previously been considered from a national perspective, that is, gays and lesbians. Our analysis of a statewide survey of Florida residents in 2002 shows that people in sociodemographic groups associated with low levels of political knowledge were more likely to report higher estimates of the gay population. Threat variables and objective context had relatively little impact, but estimates also were higher among individuals who reported personal contact with gays and lesbians.
rights protection (Brewer 2003) , it remains the case that the majority of the population still bears a negative orientation toward them (Yang 1997; 2001) . On the "feeling thermometers" that measure affect toward various groups in society, for example, gays continue to define the bottom of the scale rankings, well below the average scores of blacks, Hispanics, and groups used in previous innumeracy research. 2 These differences between gays and other minorities, chiefly racial and ethnic groups, raise the possibility that different dynamics may come into play when people are asked to estimate the size of the gay population. The distinction here is more than a curiosity because public perceptions and misperceptions about minorities are not only durable, they also are potent influences on policy preferences (Kuklinski et al. 2000) . Accordingly, the analysis that follows should help to clarify the sources of resistance to, and support for, gay-related issues on the public agenda.
Background
When asked in surveys to estimate the size of various minority groups, individuals routinely inflate the official figure by several orders of magnitude. For example, a majority of respondents in the 1991 ANES Pilot Study believed that African Americans constituted more than 30% of the national population (vs. 12% as revealed by the U.S. Census); almost four in ten thought that Jews -whose numbers have been reliably pegged at about 2-3% -actually made up a fifth or more of the population (Nadeau, Niemi, and Levine 1993: 334) . Similarly, a 1995 survey revealed that non-Hispanic whites believed that blacks, Hispanics, and Asians collectively added up to half the population, an estimate that doubled the actual proportion of these minorities in the United States (Thernstrom 2002: 14-15) . A more recent such survey shows even more extreme misperceptions: "Americans believe there are three times as many African Americans, almost three times as many Hispanics, and fully six times as many Asians in the U.S. as there actually are," and overestimate the Jewish population by a factor of ten (TheissMorse 2003: 4-5) . The tendency to overestimate minority population size is greater when the estimate is for the United States as a whole, but is also evident when respondents estimate minority population sizes in their local communities (Alba, Rumbaut, and Marotz 2005: 908-9 ).
This statistical innumeracy does not appear to be distributed randomly, but rather varies as a function of at least three sets of influences.
3 For estimates of blacks and Hispanics, several studies have documented the strong impact of social background factors such as age, education, race, gender, and political interest (Nadeau, Niemi, and Levine 1993; Alba, Rumbaut, and Marotz 2005) . The correlation of these variables with accuracy in estimating black and Hispanic population size likely reflects the influence of political information and attentiveness; 4 that is, people with deeper stores of information should be more capable of looking beyond popular stereotypes that are fed by the visible but misleading presence of minorities in entertainment and
news. Yet it is equally possible that sociodemographic variables represent another quality that might also affect statistical numeracy: tolerance (Overby and Barth 2002) . Whatever the force behind the relationship, however, the strong ties between social background factors and estimates of other minorities means that this set of variables constitutes the default model in our own analysis.
Estimates of minority population also appear to be shaped by contextual perceptions.
This finding is consistent with evidence that respondents generally draw on salient personal experience and unrepresentative anecdotes when responding to information questions in opinion surveys (Nadeau and Niemi 1995: 327) . Two kinds of environmental cues have been found to influence population estimates of group size: geographical concentration of minority groups and personal contact with members of those groups. Individuals appear to generalize estimates about black and Hispanic population size in the United States from the density of these groups in their own communities (Nadeau, Niemi, and Levine 1993; Sigelman and Niemi 2001, Alba, Rumbaut, and Marotz 2005) . A higher level of personal contact with members of racial and ethnic minority groups similarly leads to higher estimates of minority population size in the nation as a whole (Alba, Rumbaut, and Marotz 2005) . Population density and personal contact can be understood, respectively, as objective and subjective measures of the local context.
A third factor that influences population estimates of minorities is perceived threat: There is a tendency to overstate the population size of minority groups regarded as threatening. When a group is perceived as dangerous and hostile, individuals sometimes monitor their environment intensely and "see" the threat in exaggerated terms (Allport 1954; Gallagher 2003; Nadeau and Niemi 1995: 327-8; Whaley and Link 1998) . Of course, the reverse is equally plausible because people may derive a sense of threat from nearby groups that are highly concentrated (Fossett and Kiecolt 1989) . Nonetheless, perceived threat has emerged as a significant predictor of overestimates of minority populations.
All these factors may influence citizens' estimates of the gay and lesbian populations, albeit in a somewhat different manner than they affect estimates of racial and ethnic minorities.
If we assume that media coverage and popular entertainment over-represent the gay population (Gallagher 2003) , then it is reasonable to anticipate that people with higher levels of political knowledge will be less apt to rely on the sometimes misleading impressions gleaned from those sources. Thus, we expect that people with more education and greater political interest will provide smaller (which is to say, more accurate) estimates of the gay population. However, contextual information might be less useful in estimating gays than it is in assessing the density of racial and ethnic groups. As noted above, the environmental cues that help individuals judge the size of the local black and Hispanic populations are less readily apparent in the case of gays and lesbians; hence, there are less "objective" data to assist individuals in forming their guesses about the size of the gay-lesbian population. The failure of Jewish density to predict accurate estimates of the Jewish population, a consequence of the relative invisibility of Jews, may hold for gays as well (Nadeau, Niemi, and Levine 1993: 340) . On the other hand, personal contact might be even more powerful in stimulating overestimates of gay population because of the strong evidence that knowing gays and lesbians personally correlates with more positive views.
5
The threat variables might also work in a distinctive manner for gays and lesbians. Based on data about racial and ethnic groups, we assume that negative affect prompts individuals to overstate the size of groups they dislike and fear. There is a twist, however, that could produce precisely the opposite pattern when gays and lesbians are the target population. Many opponents of gay rights insist that homosexuality is a chosen lifestyle rather than an immutable social trait and, as a result, that gays and lesbians have the option of changing their behavior. If this is true, then we might expect that people who are predisposed to dislike gays, such as religious traditionalists, will also be prone to minimizing the size of the gay population. If nobody is truly gay (meaning gay by nature) then, by definition, there is virtually no gay population. Hence, threat may produce denial in the case of gays and lesbians rather than the overestimation routinely induced by racial and ethnic minorities.
Our interpretation here is close to the conclusion offered by Overby and Barth (2006) in the published study that, so far as we have been able to determine, is most similar to the present inquiry. Using data from a national survey that asked respondents what percentage of gays or lesbians are present in their own communities, the authors found little evidence to indicate that threat variables prompted inflated estimates. Based on that finding, Overby and Barth concluded that individuals with hostile or homophoblic views don't believe that gays are threatening because they do not constitute a "real" category.
We want to stress that our study differs methodologically from Overby and Barth (2006) in several ways. First, and in our view least important, is the fact that their analysis was based on a national survey while ours involved a statewide (Florida) sample. 6 Second, our approach follows most prior research in that respondents were asked to provide a general rather than a specifically local estimate of the gay population. Third, the two studies test different models.
Whereas Overby and Barth lacked measures of several likely influences on citizens' estimates (and thus had to make critical assumptions about those unmeasured influences), our survey was designed so as to permit direct tests of the predictor variables identified in the literature dealing with political innumeracy. Taking each of these factors into account, it is clear that our research is not an exact replication of the work done by Overby and Barth. Nevertheless, a comparison of the findings provided by the two studies should not only prove interesting in its own right, but also suggest new directions that scholars might wish to take in the future.
Data and Methodology
The core analysis presented here is based on a telephone poll of 601 Florida residents conducted in June, 2002, by the Florida Voter survey organization. The sampling frame was drawn using a random-digit-dialing (RDD) procedure; if needed, four callbacks were made to each working number in an effort to obtain a completed interview. Interviewers asked to speak with "the youngest male, eighteen years of age or older, who is now at home." When no male was available, they inquired about "the youngest female, eighteen years or older, who is now at home" (see Crespi 1988; Gaziano 2005) . A total of seventy questions were included in the survey, and the mean time for completion was twenty-four minutes. The margin of error was plus or minus 4.1 percentage points.
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Much of the survey was devoted to questions asking respondents for their attitudes about gays and gay rights, including a battery that measured ambivalence toward gay rights issues (Craig et al. 2005 Figure 1 . Unlike previous research on popular estimates of other minority populations, we have no baseline "objective" assessment against which to measure the accuracy of these figures. What we know, however, is that the modal response (10%) and the median (12%) were close to the 10% figure popularized by the Kinsey studies in the 1950s and sometimes advanced by gay and lesbian activists. The mean (17.4%) exceeded both that estimate and the 2-5% figure derived from the most authoritative surveys of sexual orientation (Badgett 1998: 9-11 Fundamentalists, reflecting the overlap in political outlooks between these two groups more than the theological distinction between evangelicalism and fundamentalism), Catholics (including the Greek Orthodox, for much the same reason), Jewish, affiliated with another religion, or not affiliated. In addition, we asked about respondents' interpretation of the Bible (whether it is the word of God, to be taken literally) and frequency of attendance at religious services. Our measure of religious guidance is based on answers to two questions: Respondents who did not regard "religion to be an important part" of their lives were coded in the lowest category, while all others were scored according to their self-assessment of the amount of guidance religion provides them in daily living.
We also asked respondents whether they believed that "homosexuals are that way because they choose to be," or that "people do not choose to be homosexual, they are born that way." The threat hypothesis leads us to expect that estimates of the gay population should be higher among people who say that gays are gay by choice, though Overby and Barth (2006: 206) found higher estimates at the local level among those who believed that sexual preference was biologically determined. based on the area code and prefix of the respondent's telephone. 13 In general, we expect to see higher estimates of the gay population from respondents in urban counties, and from those living in counties with more visible gay institutions.
Finally, our survey included two questions intended to capture one's personal experience with homosexuals. Respondents were asked, "Do you know anyone personally who is either gay or lesbian?" (481 of 601 said they did.) And the last question in the survey asked respondents to identify "the term that best describes yourself -heterosexual, or straight; homosexual, gay, or (female respondents only) lesbian; or bisexual." (568 self-identified as heterosexual, sixteen as gay, lesbian, or bisexual, four as "other" or "don't know," and only thirteen refused to answer the question.) Our expectation is that higher estimates will be provided by respondents who have had personal contact with homosexuals, and from those who are themselves gay, lesbian, or bisexual.
The question posed by our research is fairly simple: What factors (knowledge, threat, context, or personal contact) contribute to higher estimates of the size of the gay and lesbian population? Despite its simplicity, we faced several important methodological issues in trying to provide a credible answer. First, as is common in survey research, many people responded "don't know" (or, less often, declined to express any opinion at all) on one or more items of theoretical interest to us. Indeed, given the sensitivity of the topics covered in this particular survey, it is not surprising that fewer than half the respondents (289 of 601) provided valid answers to all of the questions used to measure our independent variables. Although listwise deletion is the most commonly used method of dealing with missing data, King et al. (2001) have cautioned that such a strategy can lead to biased estimates in multivariate analyses, even where missing data are much less prevalent than in this particular survey. To address that problem, we estimated our multivariate models using multiple imputation of the missing values on explanatory variables.
Results of the multivariate analyses presented below are pooled estimates based on separate analyses of five imputed datasets.
14 Second, the substantial number of people with missing data on the dependent variable posed a different problem. While many of the 107 respondents who answered "don't know" to our question about the size of the gay and lesbian population (even after being pressed for a guess) may have been sincerely admitting that they hadn't thought about the issue, others might have refused an answer or used the "don't know" option to conceal what they perceived as a socially undesirable answer (Berinsky 1999) . If factors that affect the likelihood of responding to the question are correlated with the responses themselves, listwise deletion of missing cases on the dependent variable would likely result in biased estimates of coefficients in multivariate analyses. We address this concern by using the Heckman procedure, 15 which first estimates the probability of responding to the survey question using a probit model, and then includes the inverse Mills Ratio (essentially, the hazard of selection) in the second-stage linear model of the outcome variable.
Third, while we are fortunate to have multiple indicators for several concepts that might help explain variation in estimates of the size of the gay and lesbian population, the correlations that exist between many of our explanatory variables could easily mask the independent effects of any one variable in a multivariate analysis. To minimize that risk, we will present bivariate and multivariate results for each group of variables, and then retain substantively and statistically significant variables for the estimation of a comprehensive model.
Results

Demographic/Background Variables
Political knowledge (numeracy) is regarded as the baseline predictor of estimated population size against which other models are evaluated. Following Nadeau, Niemi, and Levine (1993), several demographic and personal background variables were employed as proxies for such knowledge; that is, we expected to observe lower, hence more accurate, estimates of the gay and lesbian population in groups whose members tend to be more knowledgeable (men, the well educated, older people, the affluent, whites, those interested in politics, and partisans). Table 1 shows mean estimates of the size of the gay and lesbian population, as well as the proportion of each group that provided a valid response to the question.
16 Table 1 about here Most variables commonly associated with political knowledge show the predicted relationship. In contradistinction to Overby and Barth (2006) , we find that the average estimate offered by men is nearly four points lower than the average for women, respondents with more formal education tended to provide lower estimates than those who self-reported fewer years of education, and whites' estimates of the size of the gay and lesbian population were smaller, on average, than those offered by minorities (most notably, blacks and Hispanics). Other results from our survey are more consistent with Overby and Barth: older respondents and those who reported paying more attention to politics also gave lower estimates, and (excluding the handful of people with household family incomes under $10,000) income is negatively associated with the estimated size of the gay population. The one exception to our expectation is partisanship.
We anticipated finding higher levels of political knowledge and, consequently, lower estimates of the gay and lesbian population among partisans (both Republicans and Democrats) relative to Independents. But while Republicans did provide the lowest average estimates, they were not significantly lower than those set forth by Independents -and the latter estimates were, in turn, three points lower than those by Democrats (again, consistent with Overby and Barth 2006).
Nevertheless, with the lone exception of partisanship, these patterns are very much in line with the hypothesis that groups possessing more political knowledge will tend to give lower estimates of the size of the gay and lesbian population.
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Further, as shown in the last column of Table 1 , most of the traits that are negatively related to the estimated size of the gay population also are associated with higher response rates on that particular question. Do the bivariate patterns hold when we correct for this possible selection bias by estimating a multivariate model using the Heckman two-stage procedure? 18 In Table 2 , we report the results of a second-stage OLS model that provides unbiased estimates of the effects of demographic and other background variables on estimates of the gay and lesbian population. Whites' estimates were lower than those provided by blacks and Hispanics (by 6.7 points and 4.3 points, respectively), while those with more schooling also tended to provide lower estimates; interestingly, the effect of four years of formal education was slightly less than that of gender and being Hispanic, and substantially less than the effect of being black. Age was significant as well, with the effect of six years of life experience being comparable to that of a single year of education. The effect of political interest, income, and partisanship were trivial, controlling for other personal traits. On the whole, however, the effect of background variables on estimates of the size of the gay and lesbian population are notable, in keeping with similar analyses involving other minority populations.
Threat Variables
We also anticipate that people who feel that their religious beliefs and values are threatened by "the gay lifestyle" will be more inclined to "fear" that gays and lesbians compose a larger share of the population. Protestants, Catholics, Jews, and non-believers, and Biblical literalists tended to think that there were more gays and lesbians than did non-literalists. However, the estimates of those who attend religious services weekly were not much different than those who never attend, nor were there substantial differences between estimates of individuals for whom religion provides a great deal of guidance in their daily lives and those for whom religion is not particularly important. Also, in contrast to Overby and Barth (2006: 206) , respondents who said that "homosexuals are that way because they choose to be" gave higher estimates than others -but the differences are small. Table 4 , individuals with more traditional values saw fewer gays and lesbians. On the whole, these results provide, at best, weak support for the threat hypothesis. Next, we examined the possibility that people might draw inferences about the overall size of the homosexual population from the size and visibility of gay populations in their own communities, and from their personal contact with gays and lesbians. Using objective indicators of gay density, the top half of Table 5 shows that respondents living in counties with more visible gay populations (as indicated by the number of gay bars, shops, bookstores, and publications) tended to provide slightly higher estimates than those from other Florida counties, though differences between the two groups are generally small. For example, the mean estimate of people in counties with at least thirteen gay bars was three points higher than that offered by residents of counties with no gay bars. In addition, census estimates of the proportion of samesex households in a county have no discernible relationship at all with respondents' estimates of the size of the gay population at the bivariate level. The one contextual variable that seems to have the greatest effect is the simple categorization of areas as urban, suburban, or rural, with urban residents' estimates being noticeably larger than those proposed by rural and suburban residents. The Heckman multivariate regression analysis (with imputed values for missing data)
in the top portion of Table 6 shows similar results. Keeping in mind that there is a fair amount of multicollinearity among the explanatory variables in this model, gay bars and urban residence stand out as the contextual variables that have a positive relationship with respondents' estimates of the size of the gay population. Unexpectedly, percent same-sex households in a county is negatively related to the size of the estimate, ceteris paribus and allowing for a generous standard of statistical significance (p = .12).
Tables 5 and 6 about here Contact Variables
In contrast to the generally weak relationships observed with our threat and objective contextual variables, personal contacts with gays and lesbians appears to have a significant effect on estimates of the size of the gay population. The bottom portion of Table 5 shows that the majority of respondents who said that they personally know someone who is gay, and especially the small minority of respondents who identified themselves as gay, lesbian, or bisexual, had significantly higher estimates than did heterosexuals who professed not to know any gays themselves. The Heckman multivariate analysis in the bottom half of Table 6 indicates that knowing someone who is gay increases one's estimate of the gay population by about three points (p < .07), and gay identification contributes another ten points. Contact with gays seems to have a direct effect on one's perception of the size of the gay population.
Comprehensive Models
We present comprehensive Heckman second-stage models in Table 7 . Recognizing the potential havoc that multicollinearity might wreak on a "kitchen sink" model, our strategy was to exclude variables with coefficients that had p values greater than .25 in the multivariate analyses presented above. Although .25 is a generous standard, we wanted to guard against the possibility of omitting any variables that might emerge as significant in a more fully specified model. In fact, results from the first model tested in Table 7 clearly support some of our earlier findings while undermining others. (Table 6) , estimates were higher among urban residents and those living in counties with larger numbers of gay bars. In the comprehensive model, the effect of urban (as opposed to suburban) residence becomes statistically trivial, though the gay-bars coefficient is still meaningful at a modestly generous (p < .10) standard. Finally, the magnitude of the contact variables' effects are diminished slightly.
We estimated the second model in Table 7 
Discussion
There are some important similarities between the public's estimates regarding gays and lesbians and their beliefs about the size of other minority populations. First and foremost, many people aim high (often very high). While the lack of consensus on definition combined with questionable measurement preclude any truly objective assessments, the subjective estimates provided by a substantial portion of the mass public clearly exceed those that we have seen among advocacy groups with the most to gain from basic knowledge about the incidence of homosexuality in the United States (Badgett 1998) . Second, the people who aim the highest generally belong to the same demographic groups (women, less educated, young, black or Hispanic) that tend to provide higher estimates of other minority populations. We therefore agree with researchers (Nadeau, Niemi, and Levine 1993) who maintain that these demographic correlates point to political knowledge as the underlying but unmeasured variable explaining much of the variation in our respondents' estimates. People with higher levels of education usually have higher levels of factual knowledge about politics (Nadeau and Niemi 1995) , and some of the same processes that lead them to know which party holds a majority in the House of Representatives also help them form realistic impressions about minority populations.
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However, unlike other minorities, our respondents' estimates of the size of the gay and lesbian population are only very weakly related to local environmental context. As important as gay bars, media outlets, and service organizations may be to the life of the gay community, they either remain out of sight to the majority straight community or fail to convey very much information about the prevalence of gays. Other scholars have found that the perceived size of minority groups nationally are strongly related to the perceived size of local minorities (Alba, Rumbaut, and Marotz 2005) , but we did not see any links between "objective" cues at the county level and estimates of the gay population. Indeed, our most objective indicator (proportion of same-sex households as determined by the Census Bureau) was negatively related to individuals' estimates of the size of the gay population. Such results amplify Overby and Barth's (2006) suggestion that perceptions of local populations are themselves endogenous. To the extent that context matters, the relevant context seems to be the person's circle of contacts, as people who know gays personally tended to report higher estimates.
Finally, if religious traditionalists and citizens who possess traditional moral values feel threatened by homosexuals, it is not manifest by magnifications of the perceived size of the gay and lesbian population. Our specific findings differ from Overby and Barth's (2006) conclusion that beliefs about homosexuality being a matter of choice help some people to minimize the threat, but there is a slight tendency for respondents with the most traditional values to report lower estimates of the size of the gay population. As we suggested at the outset, threat variables may operate differently in the case of gays and lesbians; specifically, people who have a negative affect toward gays may manifest that orientation by denying gayness as anything other than a (perverse) lifestyle choice -a persistent motif in the rhetoric of the anti-gay movement. Thus, paradoxically, people who see the gay "lifestyle" as a threat may respond by understating, rather than exaggerating, the proportion of gays in the population. If so, threat affects the perception of gay population but in the opposite way that it does for other racial and ethnic groups. This intriguing hypothesis warrants further study.
We hope that this contribution to understanding the sources of people's beliefs about the sizes of minority populations will help spur future research on the effects of those beliefs on public policy preferences. Public opinion is shaped, in part, by domain-specific knowledge (Althaus 1998 , Kuklinski et al. 2000 , and there is evidence that perceptions of group size have independent effects on some related public policy preferences (Alba, Rumbaut, and Marotz 2005) . In our own data, for example, perceived size of the gay population (logged) is modestly correlated with the personal importance attached to issues of homosexuality and gay rights (r = .12, p < .02) and with agreement that "laws are sometimes needed in order to protect the basic 4. According to Gallagher (2003) , individuals who are made aware of the disparity between their estimates and the true percentages often attribute it to the impact of local television news. In depth interviews, they claimed that the amount of broadcast attention received by various minorities suggested a much larger population than official data revealed. Paradoxically, 32 paying attention to local news is commonly perceived as an indicator of political attentiveness that should theoretically lead to more accurate information.
5. Overby and Barth (2002) pointed out that the context-support relationship could be due to endogeneity; that is, individuals who are tolerant of gays may be more likely to have contact because they are not hostile to gays and lesbians, and the latter may be more open about their sexuality with people who are believed to be sympathetic.
6. Although no state is a perfect microcosm of the entire country, Florida -from its small towns and rural areas in the north, to the retirement communities in the southeast, to the I-4
Corridor and Disney World in between -is quite diverse in sociodemographic terms, and its political behavior in recent elections has closely mirrored the national pattern. 8. We were concerned that such outlandishly wild estimates might pose a threat to our general findings. Ultimately, though, we were satisfied that they did not from two replications of the final comprehensive model, presented in Table 7 below. In the first replication, the dependent variable is the natural log of the respondent's estimate of the size of the gay population. In the second replication, we deleted ten cases in which respondents estimated that more than half the population is gay. The substantive findings were not affected by either change in specification. and Jewish populations (mode of 10, median 15, mean 18.1) living in the nation as a whole (see Nadeau, Niemi, and Levine 1993) .
11. Exact wordings for most questions used in this analysis are provided in the appendix.
12. The alpha statistics reported here are means computed after multiple imputations of missing values (a procedure discussed in greater detail below).
13. The list vendor created the urban/suburban/rural specifications based on census-tract codes for the plurality of telephone numbers in a given area code and exchange.
14. We used the MICE ("multiple imputation using chained equations") routine in the R language. MICE and similar algorithms operate by replacing missing values with a random draw from a distribution estimated from a maximum likelihood function based on other variables in the dataset. (A general discussion can be found in King et al. 2001 , and the MICE package is explained in detail by Van Buuren and Oudshoorn 1999.) We drew five imputed values for each missing value which, when combined with the observed non-missing data, form five replicate datasets. Indices were constructed after the multiple imputations were completed.
15. We used the "heckit" routine in the micEcon package in R to estimate the Heckman model. Overby and Barth (2006) were cognizant of the same selection problem, noting that a significantly higher proportion (43.6%) of their respondents said they did not know enough to provide an estimate or simply refused to do so. Obviously, we cannot say whether their higher non-response rates were due to the local focus of their question, to our encouraging respondents 34 who initially demurred to make a guess, or to some other factor or combination of factors.
16. In bivariate analyses, means and standard deviations are computed from the actual (non-imputed) data. Respondents who declined to classify themselves on the explanatory variables are therefore excluded (pairwise), but are included in the multivariate analyses using the multiple imputation procedure described above in note 14.
17. Even so, the mean estimates provided by high knowledge groups (men, older, college educated, affluent, politically interested, white) are still high compared to the most authoritative surveys of sexual orientation (Badgett 1998: 9-11) . Table 2 reflect the pooled estimates of five replicate datasets.
19. We also recognize these patterns could reflect varying levels of simple "numeracy" among demographic groups. That is, people with higher levels of education may have a firmer grasp of the simple mathematical concept of percentages that might help them to recognize, for example, that mutually exclusive and exhaustive groups' shares of the population will necessarily sum to 100%.
